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BOARD MOTION OF FEBRUARY 26, 2013, AGENDA ITEM 24 ..A
REDEVELOPMENT AGENCIES FUNDING .

At the February 26, 2013 meeting, the Board requested a report to include the amount
of .funds the County has received as a result of the dissolution of Redevelopment
Ag~ncies (RDAs) and to provide a recommendation priority listing of how this funding
should be allocated.

Currently, the County General Fund has received both potentially on-going and
ldentiflable one-time funds from the dissolution of Redevelopment Agencies. It is not
known how much of the potentially on-going funds are sustainablaaince large amounts
were genera.ted from reserves maintained by the RDAs and therefore impossible to
project with any reasonable certainty, at this time. In FY 2012..13, we received
approximately $75 million in unencumbered Low and Moderate Income Housing
Funding (LMIHF) monies from various redevelopment agencies throughout the Oounty.
Cities and other taxing entities have also received their proportional share of the
unencumbered LMIHFmonies. LMIHF monies are one-tlrneln nature and, in keeping
with County budget,policy, should only be used for one-time expenditures.

We have identified five (5)main areas that the Board has expressed aninitial interest in
using redevelopment agency f!Jndlng. The main areas include:

• Affqrdable Housing
• Economic Development
• Employee Compensation and Benefits
• Clean Water Initiatives
• Hi.gh-PriorltyCapital Projects

"To Enrich Lives Through Effective And Caring Service"
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In 'adqition to,th~,prioriti~sebove, ••CountydepartmeHts.,ne~d.to,be,cohsid~red.,for,critical
restoratioHs,and toaddres$ recent fiscal needs that haveari~e~J., Coyntydepartments
endured cyrtailmentsonaverage of almost 1(5%, and, deletionsofalmost2,QOO
bydgetedpositions. The Ooynty, used reservy$ ,and other one~time funding solution-s',
coupled ,With curtailments, to balance oyr bUd.getover the last five (5) years.
ConsideraUonshould,also be given to replenishing these budg~tary reserves and
establishing new. reservesfO'f unanticipated liabilities ,such •as i judgmE;mtsand audit
settlements. Also, the potential impact Qfthe Afford <;lble Care Act is unknoitn, at this
time, a,ndpresentsatr€lmendousuncertainty ontheCounty'sfuture financial,outlook.

;fh$,fplJowingprovidesabriefdiscussion ofJh~.mainprogram"acrea.s,with more,detailed
background and information provided ,inaltaphmente:

\
Affordable Houeing

(

)The Board recognizes thatthere continues to bea need f()raffordable hQusing and
economic development in the County. "The, Community, DevelQpmentCommission,
\,(CPC) andO~OQontinMe to work on a framework,ithat will focus on increaeing the
number,of.unit~forhomelese fami,liee,veterans',transitional age.youthandpther.special
needs populations; , The'CDCisrecorpmendingoperatin~ a sustairtable ,;) ..year f
affordable<housing plan with ancannualc;llocationof $~4.7million. ,',The $75 million in
unencumberedL()w~nd Moderate Income •Housing Funding (LMIHF) is one-time in
, n'ature., RefertoAttachmentl for additional information.

,/

Economic Development

The CDC .andGt=0wiU continue to discu,ss,the,EconomicDevelopment Frarnework(with
yeurofflees in an effort to meet the Board's direction to assist citieswith blight mitigation
projects, business, and transit oriented, develo'pment. The CDC estimates an annual
allocation of $2' million per Supervisory District for small business development, $15
million ,for a Coyntywide EconQmicDeveiopment~oticeof Fundingj.\vailabHity (NOFA),
and $5 million Countywide for transit oriented.development. The$30n;1illicm annually
,for'5yearsisb,eyond the current one-tlme funding of $75 million inLMIHFfunding. The
CEQ has dlsoussed a lower annualatlocattcn ona one totwoyear basle until, the
County'S financial situation is more stabilized. Refer to Attachment II for additional
information.

Employee Compensation and Benefits

Currently, negotiatiQns9re underway for our S~fety Units and non"safetybargaihing will
be.gin this spring.,This year, ,Iabororganizations have expectations that include salary
and fringe benefit ccnslderatlcns.
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Clean"Water Initiative
I

Since 2005, at the direction of the Board, the DepCl-rtmentofl Pu.blic'Works (DPW)/
County Counsel and~CEO have been attempting to find and implement a stable and
long-term regional funding mechanism that would finance the construction, operation
and maintenance of local and regional projec~sthat address water quality and provide
other multiple benefits. '

On March, 12,/2013, the Board will consider the Protest Hearing on the Clean Water,
Clean Beaches Initiative to charge all parcels within tl1e region a fee to fund a program
to rtleet the regulatory requirements of the California Re9ionaJ Water Qua:IJtyControl
BOard's (Regional Board) Permit. The. 'Regional Board' adopted a new Municipal
StortnWater Permit for the Los Angeles Region QnNovember 8, 2013. The new Permit
is more sophisticated,' stringent and rtloreexpensive to meet compliance. If the
Initiative is not voted on or it does rrot PasSif voted on, the Courty will have to provide
funding for compliance with the Permit. DPW estimates compliance eosts for FY 2013- //
14 to be nearly $20 million. The following years the estimated annual amounts increase
from $57 to $64 million, inClUdingadministrative costs to meet P~rmit compliance or an
average $30 n1illionper year for the next five years.

Because the County has traditionally used NCC to fund the stormwatel\ program, the
CEO will continue to analyze the appropriate annualallocation to provide a sustainable
County Stormwater Prog,ram. See Attachmeht III for ad,ditionalinformation.

High,.PriorityCapital Projects

On November 26, 2012, the Board instructeq th~ CEO to prioritize potential major
projects requiring bond financing. The CEO will,qontinue to work with, your offices 'to

L determine the criteria for determining the priority of the projects considering such factors
as building safety, age"and regulatory requi'rements. '

',

There are many aspects to consider as the projects reflect the aging infrastructure of
soms of the County's most important assets and sf3rvicecenters. The\Qounty is in a
good fihancial position as it appli~s to debt and is well within an acceptable level of its
debt ratio as determined by the rating agencieS and financial experts. The projects
'being 'considered total approximately $3.8 ,billion with an annual debt sE?rviceOf over
$253 million." ' "

Over the course of the last five fiscal years, the County has ,been severely challenged
by the economic downturn and has been a model in the financial community' fot 'its
ability to continue to provide essential core County services, even during these .difficult
times. In addition, the County has been able to achieve this without furloughs,layoffs,
,and dislocation of employees. '

Redevelopment Agencies Funding
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We.believethat all ..funtling decisions .should be the result of .adeHiberative
cqmprehensive bUdget process that considers all competing dernc:lnds for limited
resources. We arecqmmitted to inch.Jdingall these factors as we cOmplete the FY
2Q13~14budget process, . .

If you have any questions c:>r need additional information, please let me know, or your /
st~ff may contact Sid.Kikkawa at(213)974~6872.

r

WTF:SK:JW
MM:alc

Attachments
) .

c: Executive Office, Board of Supervisors
County Counsel

(
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AttACHMENT I

Affordable Housing

Since·November 2p12, update,d on January 17, 2013, the Board of Supervisors (Board) has
directed the Chief Executive Office (CEO) to work with the Community Development
Commission (CDC), and other appropriate County Departments to review and report back to the
Board on an Affordable Housing and Economic Development Framework that includes the
fol'owing goals:

1. Development of Affordable Housing
2.' Funding for Intrastrueture Development to Support Inter-Agency

Collaboration and Efficiency
3..GrantstoCities to Support Economic Development andBIighfMitigatioh

Projects
4. Support forSmaUl3usiness Development
5. Supportfor Regional EcolJomicDevelopment
6. SeedFundingforTransit Oriented Development
7. Angel Funding to Support Local Biotech Enterprises /
8. Funding for General County Operations

.: I

The CDC;and ceo have met on several occasions with CDC Deputies and Cross-Cluster
Deputies ,on a prOPosedAffordable Housing and Eeonorrtio DeveIOpr1ientF'ra~ework that will
utilize bestpractices and leverage additional resources. As late as Thursday, February 28,
2013,the'CDCandCEO met in the monthly Cross-Cluster meeting for an update on CDC
effoFtstoadqress the goals above.

The Board recognizes that there continues to be a need for affordable housing and economic
developmentlin the County. The report back being prepare,dWill address each of the .go'als
above specifically, keeping in mind that the annual need for affordable housing financing is
much greater than available resources. In addition, due to continyoU$dedreas~s .in operating
subsidies or rental assistance .seurces, meeting the needs of our most-in need population is
even more Challenging. The CDC is recommending operrating a sustainable S-year affordable
housing plan with the objective of increasing the number of units for homeless families,
veterans, transitional age youth and other special needs populatlons,

)

The CDC has recornmended.an allocatlcn of $34.7 million annually for 5yearsVIlill allow the
Commission to issue aCountywide Notice of Funding AvailabiIity (NOFA) annually, for the next

/ fiveyears, and offer the affordable housing industry some level of stability and predictability.

While stability and predictability are important in establishing affor¢lable housing projects,
current county funding resources do not support an annual allocation of nearly'$3p million. In
the Cross-Cluster meeting on February 28,2013, a lower annual amount, over a possible two-
year period, was dtscussed. While the County finances are attempting to stabilize,
Redevelopment Agencies dissolution funds continue to be analyzed for long terrtrreceipts. The
$75 million in unencumbered Low and Moqeratelncome Housing Funding (LMIHF) is one-time
in nature, with several equally challenging County needs in the queue for funding attention.
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Economic Development]

In the Affotdable .I-Ioqsing.and Economic Development Frameworkdeveloped by the Oommunity
Development Commission,· several .aspects of economic development and transit oHented
development were explored. As pajt.. of its 5-year sustainablefundihgstrategy, CDC
recommends an annual NOPA.to assist cities with blight mitigation projects,especially those
worthwhile, but stalled with fundinggaps~resulting from 'the loss ofredevel9pmentfunding. The
NOPAcriteria would include factors. such as location nearJransitstations, Jobs created, wage
leyels, growth industries, export potential,and. revenue generated fortheCounty.AdditionaIly,
tfrepreservati9D otindustrially~zonedland, leveraging of funds, projectr~adiness,development
tearrlexperie.nc~,and local, hiring (plan.would be included .in the NOFAcriteria,. .• The CDC
estimates an\economic development NOPA would require approximately $t5rnillion for one or
more pilot projects.

. ,
In additio~, the CDC explored small business development targeting prQgr~ms'$pecifically' by
Supervisorial District and transit oriented development on a CountyWide basis. . The CDC
estimates an annualaUocation of .$2 million per Supervisory District for small business
development,and,,$5million Countywide for transit oriented development projects.

fhe2[)CrecorTIn'\ends$30 miUion annually, for .5 years, for a County EconorfliC program,
purrent on~-timeJunding of ·$75 millionwlll, not sustain an al.locationof.thisamount. ..·At the
brosS..Clu~t~rrnee.tin~on Pebruary28, a. lesser allocation annually"for one to tvvoyears, was
'dtscussedasaP@'ssible .alternative, keeping in mind the limited funding and pending County
needs, ,

)

)
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ATTACHMENT III

Clean Water Initiative

At the Board's direction for nearly one year, the Department of PUblicWorks (DPW) has been
working toward placing a Proposition 218 measure before the voters for consideration of funding
the region's water qlJality regulations. . In 2005 DPyv, CEQ and County Counsel have been
attemptingtofind and implement a stable and long-term regional funding mechanism that would
finance the construction, operation and maintenance of local and reg'ional projects that address
water quality and:provide other multiple benefits.

On March 12,2013, the BoardWill consider the status of the Protest Hearing on the initiative to
charge all parcels within the region a fe~ to fund a program to meetthe regulatoryrequirements
torneetthe California R~gionalWater Quality control Board's (Regional Board) permit. The
proposed assessed fee, if approved, is estimated to provide $14rnillionto the County to meet its
Clean Water regulations.'rJheRegional.Boardadopted .a new Munic.ipaIStormwater. Permit for
the Los Angeles region.on November 8,2012 .. The Permit became effective.on December 28,
'2012. The current Permifcovers an area of.approximately 3000 square miles and isissue.dito
84ml,lnicipalities within the Oounty, thaunlneorporatsd Oounty6f L..os.Angeles,and the Los
Angelel3County Flpod Control District. The current .Permitismore. sophisticated, stringent and
more expensivet~meet Gompliance, since the inception of Total Maximum Daily Loads
(TMDL..s).in theearly2000s. The current Permit requires compliance with 33 TMDL~as
compared with tWo·in.2001.

DPWestimatesitsGomplianceGosts for FY2013-14 to be nearly $20 million. Year's to follow
estimate annual al1"l0untstotaling $57 to $64 million, including capital and administrative costs to
meet the Permit compliance or an average $30 million per year for the next five y~ars.

The County has used General. Fund revenues to fund limited stormwater. and urban rUnoff
cleanup effortsforthe County's unincorporated area. The average annual al.locationfrom Net
County Cost (NCC) has been $11 million for compliance with the previous Permit.

(

As the Board considers next steps in regard to theClean Waters, clean Beaches initiative,the
County's obligation to comply with the Regional Board's Permit is on-going. Regardless of the
funding. source,the County must provide a plan to the' Regional Board by September 2013
indicating its plan for how it will comply. Whether the costs are $19 million or more per year, an
adequate allocation must be provided for compliance.

Different from Affordable Housing or Economic Development, the county's compliance with the
Clean Water permit is em on--goingrequir~ment,subJect to fines,·penalties and litigation for non-
compliance that\coulQ far ~xceed an annua.lallocatlon. The funds returning to the County from
the Redeveloprpent Agencies dissolution are <3eneralFundor'NCC.I3~caus~ the County has
traditionallYlJtilized NCC to;fundthe Stormwater Program, tht CEQ will continue to apalyze.the
apprppria.teannualallocatlon .. The$7~ million in one..time funding is not adequa~eto fund this
10ng-termreglJlatory reqIJirement.lftheinitiativeisnotvoted upon or does not pass, NCqwill
have tob.eused.forasustainable C()untyStormwater Program.

ATTACHMENT III

Clean Water Initiative

At the Board's direction for nearly one year, the Department of PUblic Works (DPW) has been
working toward placing a Proposition 218 measure before the voters for consideration of funding
the region's water qlJality regulations. ,In 2005 DPyv, CEO and County Counsel have been
attemptingtoJind and implement a stable and long-term regional funding mechanism that would
finance the construction, operation and maintenance of local and reg'ional projects that address
water quality and' provide other multiple benefits.

On March 12,2013, the Board Will consider the status of the Protest Hearing on the initiatiVe to
charge all parcels within the region a fe~ to fund a progre,m to meetthe regulatory requirements
tomeett~e California R~gionalWater Quality Control Bqard's (Regional Board) permit. The
proposedassessedfee, if approved, is estimated to provide $14nÜllionto the County to meet its
Clean Water regulations.' rJheRegional.Boardadopted .a new' Munic.ipaIStormwater. Permit for
the Los Angeles region, on November 8,2012., The Permit became effective, on December 28,
'2012. The current Permifcovers an area ofapproximately 3000squarernilesand isissue.d'to
84ml,nicipalities within the County, the. unincorporated Oountyóf L.os..Angeles, and the Los
Angeles County Flpod Control District. The current .Permitismore. sophisticated, stringent and
more expensivet~meet Gompliance,.since the inception of Total Maximum Daily Loads
(TMDL.s) .in theearly2000s. The current Permit requires compliance with 33 TMDL~as
compared with two'in.2001.

DPWestimatesitsGomplianceGosts for FY2013-14 to be nearly $20 million. Year's to follow
estimate annual al1ounts totaling $57 to $64 million, including capital and administrative costs to
meet the Permit compliance or an average $30 million per year for the next five y~ars.

The County has used General. Fund revenues to fund limited stormwater. and urbar\ rUnoff
cleanup effortsforthe County's unincorporated area. The average annual al.location from Net
County Cost (NCC) has been $11 million for compliance with the previous Permit.

I
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As the Board considers next steps in regard to the Clean Waters, Clean Beaches Initiative,the
County's obligåtion to comply with the Regional Boards Permit is on-going. Regardless of the
funding source, the County must provide a plan to the' Regional Board by September 2013
indicating its plan for how .it will comply. Whether the costs are $19 million or more per year, an
adequate allocation must be provided for compliance.

Different from Affordable Housing ()r Economic Development, the County's compliance with the
Clean Water permit is an on..going requir~ment,subJect to fines,' penalties and litigation for non-
compliance that\coulçl far exceed an annual allocatiOn. The fuhdsreturning to the County from
the Redeveloprpent AgenciesdissolutionareC3enerai Fundor'NÇC.I3~caus~ the County has
traditionallYlJtilized NCC toiflJndthe Stormwater Prpgram, thr PEQ wiU continue to analyze.the
apprppriateannualallocatlon. , The$7~ mill.ion in one..time fundingis not adequate to fund this
10ng-termreglJlatory reqlJirement.lftheinitiativeisnot voted upon or does ,not pass, NCÇ will
have tobeused,forasu.stainable C()untyStormwater Program.
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